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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 9 and 16 - 1 8 are presented for examination. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the "reportable specification provides 
sufficient sensor information so that a sensor driver is not used" must be shown or the feature(s) 
canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1. 121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
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be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

3. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that 
the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

6. The limitation of, "the reportable specification provides sufficient sensor information so 
that a sensor driver is not used," is not found in the specification nor is it stated what is 
considered "sufficient" enough for the sensor driver not to be used. 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 
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9. The term "sufficient" in claim 18 is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. 
The term "sufficient" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard 
for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the invention. It is not stated what is considered "sufficient" enough for 
the sensor driver not to be used in the Applicant's specification. Applicant is asked to point out 
in the specification what makes data "sufficient" enough for one to not send a sensor driver. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail (6225901) in 
view of Nakamura et al. (6233492) (hereinafter Nakamura) in further view of Steen, III et al. 
(6510350) (hereinafter Steen). 

12. As per claim 1, Kail teaches a computer implemented method for communicating 
between a computing system of a process module, and a first sensor, comprising the steps of: 

13. initializing the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 
20); 
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14. transmitting a connect message from the first sensor to the computing system of the 
process module, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 20); 

15. transmitting a command to get reportable specification from the computing system of the 
process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 6, line 49 - col. 7, line 59 & col 7, line 60 - col. 8, 
line 57); and 

16. automatically transmitting, upon receiving the command to get reportable specification, a 
reportable specification message from the first sensor to the computing system of the process 
module, (e.g. col. 7, line 21 - col. 8, line 28 & col. 7, line 60 - col. 8, line 57); 

17. thereafter receiving, using the computing system of the processing module and the 
reportable specification message received from the first sensor, sensor data from the first sensor, 
(e.g. col. 7, line 21 - col. 8, line 28 & col. 7, line 60 - col. 8, line 57). Kail does not teach the 
process module having a process chamber, initializing the first sensor, which is able to measure a 
first parameter in the process chamber; and 

18. a reportable specification with informs the process module computing system of the type 
of data that will be provided from the first sensor, the reportable specification message being 
configured to inform the computing system of the processing module at least a data type 
specification transmitted by the first sensor. 

19. Nakamura teaches the process module having a process chamber, initializing the first 
sensor, which is able to measure a first parameter in the process chamber, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - 
col. 4, line 67). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Nakamura with Kail because it would be more efficient for the computing system to 
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utilize a network type connection so the user can operate the sensor and process chamber form 
different locations in a building. 

20. Steen teaches a reportable specification with informs the process module computing 
system of the type of data that will be provided from the first sensor, the reportable specification 
message being configured to inform the computing system of the processing module at least a 
data type specification transmitted by the first sensor, (e.g. col. 3, lines 33 - 56, "sends request 
to update afield parameter or request for up-to-date sensor data... "). It would be obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Steen with the combine system 
of Kail and Nakamura because if a sensor can sense multiple types of information, but the 
system only needs one type from said sensor, the sensor be designated as a specific type of 
sensor, (example: only sense temperature). This could make for a faster system since it is not 
required for the sensor to constantly be reformatted for each different element it can sense. 
Furthermore, updating information in a database enables the user to view sensor information 
either on-demand, real time or near real time. 

21 . Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail, Nakamura, 
Steen, as applied to claim 1 above, and in further view of Kosugi et al. (6204768) (hereinafter 
Kosugi). 

22. As per claim 2, Kail and Nakamura do not specifically teach spawning within the 
computing system of the process module a connection monitor task; 
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23 . spawning from the connection monitor task within the computing system of the process 
module a first sensor messaging task; 

24. transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get reportable specification from 
the first sensor to the computing system of the process module; and 

25. transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable specification message from the 
computing system of the process module to the first sensor. Steen teaches spawning within the 
computing system of the process module a connection monitor task, (e.g. col. 1 1, line 4 - col. 12, 
line 21); 

26. spawning from the connection monitor task within the computing system of the process 
module a first sensor messaging task, (e.g. col. 11, line 60 - col. 12, line 56); 

27. transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get reportable specification from 
the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 
29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
Steen with the combine system of Kail and Nakamura because 

28. Steen does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable 
specification message from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor. 
Kosugi teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the reportable specification message from 
the computing system of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48 & col. 
9, lines 18 - 29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made 
to combine Kosugi with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura and Steen because it would be 
more efficient for a system to utilize the properties of an acknowledgement signal so in case of a 
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bad transmission the sensor would know that the computing system did or did not get the signal 
and to retransmit the signal. 

29. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kail, Nakamura, 
Steen, Kosugi as applied to claims 1 & 2 above, and in further view of Sandelman et al. 
(6535123) (hereinafter Sandelman) and Chari et al. (6425006) (hereinafter Chari). 

30. As per claim 3, Kail, Nakamura and Steen do not specifically teach transmitting 
command to get an alarm table command from the first sensor to the computing system of the 
process module; 

3 1 . transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to get the alarm table from the 
computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 

32. transmitting an alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor, wherein the alarm table designates the number of alarms, alarm identification numbers, 
and descriptions of the alarms; and 

33. transmitting an acknowledgement of the alarm table from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module. 

34. Sandelman teaches the use of routing tables and router that are connected to sensor and 
other networking devices that could be interpreted as transmitting command to get an alarm table 
command from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 3, lines 
20 - 65 & col. 8, line 53 - col. 9, line 15); 
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35. transmitting an alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor, (e.g. col. 3, lines 20 - 65 & col. 8, line 53 - col. 9, line 15). It would be obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Sandelman with the combine 
system of Kail, Nakamura and Steen because it is common knowledge that when a new router is 
installed and turned on, it requests from other networking devices a routing table so to update its 
table and route information so to act as an interface to at least one of the sensors that would be 
connected to it. 

36. Sandelman does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the command 
to get the alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 

37. transmitting an acknowledgement of the alarm table from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module. Kosugi teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of 
the command to get the alarm table from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48), and Steen teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the 
alarm table from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 
63 - col. 10, line 29). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine Kosugi and Steen with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen and 
Sandelman because if the computing system and the first sensor could not acknowledge each 
others transmissions the system could accumulate transmission errors and improper updating of 
the measurements that the sensor detects. Chari teaches wherein the alarm table designates the 
number of alarms, alarm identification numbers, and descriptions of the alarms, (e.g. col. 4, lines 
23 - 38). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Chari with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Kosugi and Sandelman 
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because it allows the user to view the alert log file and keep track of each type of alert and when 
they occurred. 

38. Claims 4-9 and 16 - 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman, Kosugi and Chari as applied to claims 1 - 3 above, and in 
further view of Halpern (5301 122). 

39. As per claim 4, Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman and Chari do not specifically teach 
transmitting command to get time and initialization data from the first sensor to the computing 
system of the process module; 

40. transmitting time and initialization data from the computing system of the process 
module to the first sensor. Halpern teaches transmitting command to get time and initialization 
data from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. col. 11, lines 
13-49); 

41 . transmitting time and initialization data from the computing system of the process 
module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. col 11, lines 13 - 49). It would be obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine Halpern with the combine system of Kail, 
Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman and Chari because of similar reasons stated above and it would be 
more efficient in the updating process to have time and initialization data so when the computing 
system does attempt to update its information the computing system can compare the two 
different times and initialization data and to determine which ones are the latest versions of 
information to save. 
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42. Halpern does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the command to 
get time and initialization data from the computing system of the process module to the first 
sensor; 

43. transmitting an acknowledgement of the time and initialization data from the first sensor 
to the computing system of the process module. Kosugi teaches transmitting an 
acknowledgement of the command to get time and initialization data from the computing system 
of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 8, lines 28 - 48), and Steen teaches 
transmitting an acknowledgement of the time and initialization data from the first sensor to the 
computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 29). It would be 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Kosugi and Steen 
with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman, Halpern and Chari because of 
similar reasons as stated above. 

44. As per claim 5, Kail, Kosugi, Steen, Sandelman, Halpern and Chari do not specifically 
teach transmitting a process related command related to the execution of an action in the process 
chamber from the computing system of the process module to the first sensor; 

45. executing the action in the process chamber, wherein said action relates to the processing 
of semiconductor related devices; and 

46. transmitting an acknowledgement of the process related command from the first sensor to 
the computing system of the process module. Nakamura teaches transmitting a process related 
command related to the execution of an action in the process chamber from the computing 
system of the process module to the first sensor, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - col. 4, line 67); 
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47. executing the action in the process chamber, wherein said action relates to the processing 
of semiconductor related devices, (e.g. col. 3, line 35 - col. 4, line 67). It would be obvious to 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Nakamura with the combine 
system of Kail, Kosugi, Sandelman, Halpern and Chari because it would be more efficient for a 
system to remotely have the ability to execute a process to different semiconductor related 
devices as opposed to having one computer for every one process chamber. 

48. Nakamura does not specifically teach transmitting an acknowledgement of the process 
related command from the first sensor to the computing system of the process module. Steen 
teaches transmitting an acknowledgement of the process related command from the first sensor 
to the computing system of the process module, (e.g. col. 9, line 63 - col. 10, line 29). It would 
be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Steen with the 
combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Kosugi, Sandelman, Halpern and Chari because of similar 
reasons as stated above. 

49. Claims 6 - 9 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. Furthermore, in reference to 
a second and third sensor, Kosugi teaches a second and a third sensor, (e.g. col. 6, lines 3 - 33 & 
Figure 1). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Kosugi with the combine system of Kail, Nakamura, Steen, Sandelman and Halpern 
because having more then one or two sensors would make a system gather information from 
different locations at a faster pace then having one sensor having to electronically relocate to a 
different section of the system to gather information about the system, therefore making the 
system more efficient. 
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50. As per claim 16, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Kail does not specifically teach 
the reportable specification also provides possible range of data and frequency of data that will 
be provided from the sensor. Kosugi teaches the reportable specification also provides possible 
range of data of data that will be provided from the sensor, (e.g., col. 4, lines 18 - 45). Halpern 
teaches the reportable specification also provides possible frequency of data of data that will be 
provided from the sensor, (e.g., col. 3, lines 42 - 67). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time the invention was made to combine Kosugi and Halpern with the combine system of 
Kail, Nakamura, Steen and Sandelman because utilizing a range of data instead of an exact 
number allows a margin of error in case the sensor devices are not calibrated correctly. 
Furthermore determining the frequency of when data is updated allow one to determine the 
freshness of the data and whether or not the reading of the sensor is as close to real time as 
possible, giving the most accurate reading at a specific time as possible. 

51. As per claim 17, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Kail and Kosugi do not 
specifically teach the reportable specification further provides whether the data needs to be 
requested from the sensor or will be automatically sent. Steen teaches the reportable specification 
further provides whether the data needs to be requested from the sensor or will be automatically 
sent, (e.g., col. 12, line 57 - col. 13, line 3 1). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine Steen with the combine system of Kail, Kosugi 
Nakamura and Sandelman because of similar reasons stated above. 
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52. As per claim 18, as closely interpreted by the Examiner in view of 1 12 rejections, Kail, 
Kosugi, Steen and Sandelman do not specifically teach the reportable specification provides 
sufficient sensor information so that a sensor driver is not used. Chari teaches the reportable 
specification provides sufficient sensor information so that a sensor driver is not used, (e.g., col. 
10, line 49 - col. 1 1, line 23). It would be obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Chari with the combine system of Kail, Kosugi Nakamura, Steen 
and Sandelman because driver information is larger than sensor information and therefore it 
would make for a faster transmission if only sensor information is transmitted. 

Response to Arguments 

53. Applicant's arguments filed 07/22/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

54. In the remarks, Applicant argues in substance Kail, Steen and Nakamura do not teach the 
limitations of the remote sensor to automatically transmit, upon receipt of a command to get 
reportable specification, the reportable specification message from the sensor to the computing 
system of the process module of the substrate processing system so that the computing system of 
the process module can use the reportable specification message, including the data type 
specification therein, to receive and/or understand the sensor data subsequently transmitted. 



Application/Control Number: 09/539,313 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2143 

55. As to part 1, Examiner would like to draw the Applicant's attention to the interpretation 
of claim 1 . The claim limitation states that the reportable specification message is at least a data 
type specification transmitted by the first sensor . This can have one interpret that not only the 
type of data is sent but also other information such as the actual data. It is also well known in the 
art that if data is sent and processed the data would have to have a type file extension so the 
processor knows how to process the data given to it. Therefore the prior art teaches that the data 
is sent with a type of file extension when requested. Furthermore, if said data were to be saved in 
a database according to file type, the file extension could also provide means for doing so. 

56. Examiner notes that the Applicant's intention for the initial request is for a processing 
module that has no record of the sensors ability and therefore is clear of any information 
regarding the sensor upon the first request. Examiner states that the Applicant should add a 
similar limitation to the claim language which could overcome the rejection as stated above. 

57. Applicant is invited to contact the Examiner for any questions that they would have to 
clarify the interpretation of the claim language and for claim amendment ideas. 

Conclusion 

58. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR LI 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David E. England whose telephone number is 571-272-3912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 7:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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